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Abstract 

This study examines the effect of globalisation on income inequality in Mexico, Indonesia, 
Nigeria, and Turkey between 1980 and 2018, using economic, social, political, and overall 
globalisation as proposed by Dreher., Gaston, and Martens (2008). The study employs a dynamic 
Generalised Method of Moments. Results show that economic globalisation significantly increases 
income inequality in Mexico and Turkey, but insignificantly reduces inequality in Indonesia and 
Nigeria. For social globalisation, inequality responds positively to it in all the MINT countries, 
except in Turkey. Political globalisation adds to income inequality in Mexico, but reduces 
inequality in Nigeria and Turkey. In Indonesia, political globalisation exerts insignificant positive 
effect on inequality. Overall globalisation increases income inequality in all the MINT countries, 
except in Indonesia. The study, therefore, concludes that the various dimensions of globalisation 
and overall globalisation are key drivers of income inequality in each of the MINT countries, 
except in some few cases. 
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Contribution of this paper to the literature 
The study contributes to the existing knowledge by examining the effect of globalisation, using different 
dimensions of globalisation- economic, social, and political globalisation, on income inequality in Mexico, 
Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey. 

 
1. Introduction 

Globalisation came into existence to promote wealth among all countries of the world with the United States 
being the leader after World War II. Then, the United States introduced the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) in 1993 to remove trade barriers and promote globalisation. Consequently, most countries 
started following suit in the 20th century by investing in new forms of transportation (road, sea, rail, and air) and 
communication services (the use of internet and cell phones). This has helped in connecting billions of people 
around the globe. The process of globalisation, therefore, makes the whole world behaves as if it were a single 
market, with interdependent production, consuming similar goods, and responding to the same impulses. This 
means that the whole world is a global village and globalisation is meant to promote increased global output 
(Williamson, 2015).   

Globalisation is an interaction of national economies, through trade and financial integration. However, 
globalisation has its own positive and negative sides. The positive sides are an increase in global output, exposure 
to new ideas and products, global awareness, economies of scale in production, increased specialization, competition 
and efficiency, improved social developments, and human welfare (Hassan, 2013). The negative sides include 
unemployment (Orga, 2012) economic insecurity and income inequality (Blinder, 2006; Krugman, 2008; Stiglitz, 
2002; Summers, 2006). 

Income inequality is seen as one of the responses to globalisation. This is affirmed by Williamson (2015) who 
argued that globalisation can influence income level and its distribution. Income distribution describes the degree 
or the extent to which the total gross domestic product of a country is distributed among its population or the 
smoothness with which income is distributed among members of society. It is perfectly equal if members of the 
population earn the same amount of money and perfectly unequal if only one person earns all the money in the 
society. And, income is said to be more evenly distributed in the developed countries than in the developing 
countries. Thus, income inequality is the extent to which incomes are unevenly distributed among the population 
of a given country (Rye, 2016). 

According to Kuznets (1955) income inequality is high in the developing countries due to their lower level of 
average per capita income and it is expected to be reversed once they become more economically developed and 
richer. As expected, as an economy integrates with other economies, income inequality may reduce, that is, a 
negative association between globalisation and inequality. Evidence from the literature showed that globalisation 
alone cannot lower inequality but globalisation with the help of consistent and stable long-term economic policies 
(expansionary monetary and fiscal policies) to improve the level of growth, literacy level, government spending, 
reduce inflation and unemployment would go a long way in reducing inequality (Lee, 2014; Mihaylova, 2015). This 
implies that the effect of globalisation on income inequality is both direct and conditional. 

The MINT countries, that is, Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey, in recent times, have been observed to 
experience high level of income inequality even in the face of improved level of globalisation. These countries are 
popularized by Jim O’Neil of Goldman Sachs as emerging economies and are said to have their prospects and 
challenges (see Olomola and Osinubi (2018)). KOF (2018) reports that the overall globalisation indices are 73, 63, 
56, and 72 per cents, while the SWIID (2018) shows that the levels of income inequality are 45.8, 43, 40.1 and 39.8 
per cents for Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey, respectively. And, a country has high-income inequality if 
the GINI coefficient lies between 0.36 and 1.0. By implication, Mexico has the highest level of income inequality in 
all the MINT countries, while income inequality reduced from about 40 per cent in 2014 to about 39 per cent 
(SWIID, 2018) in Turkey but this does not take Turkey off of the list of the world's worst inequality countries. 

Income inequality, as one of the responses to globalisation, has gained so much prominence in the literature, 
and globalisation is said to affect income distribution and its level. Previous studies (Atif, Srivastav, Sauytbekova, & 
Arachchige, 2012; Baek & Shi, 2016; Kratou & Goaied, 2016) argue that globalisation can either reduce (in 
developed countries) or spur (in developing countries) income inequality. The question that comes to mind is that 
why do MINT countries still face the problem of income distribution despite their increased levels of globalisation 
and this calls for investigating the impact of globalisation on income inequality in each of the MINT countries. 

This present study adds to the existing knowledge in the area of study because it uses different dimensions of 
globalisation (that is, economic, social, and political globalisation) and overall globalisation. Most studies (Baek & 
Shi, 2016; Bukhari & Munir, 2016; Jaumotte, Lall, & Papageorgiou, 2013; Mihaylova, 2015) in the literature 
capture globalisation narrowly. Meanwhile, the concept of globalisation is wide as it includes economic, social, 
cultural, religious, and political dimensions. It has been argued that each of these components of globalisation 
affects economic agents differently. Then, using a generic measure of globalisation could mar the full impact of 
globalisation on the economy as well as on income inequality. For instance, these studies mentioned above used 
only one or two variables, that is, trade openness, foreign direct investment, financial integration, and technological 
globalisation as measures of globalisation and these are classified as economic globalisation according to Dreher 
(2006). In the real sense, the process of globalisation covers social and political dimensions asides the economic 
component of globalisation used by previous studies.   

Explicitly for social globalisation, the idea is that improvement in information and communication technologies 
through telephone traffic, transfers as a percentage of GDP, international tourism, internet users, trade-in 
newspapers and books will create job opportunities which will help in reducing income inequality. While, political 
globalisation, as a result of the number of embassies in the country, international treaties, and membership in 
international organizations which in turn help to provide job opportunities in the economy, will help in inequality 
reduction. This paper is structured as follows: next to this introductory aspect is the brief review of the existing 
studies as shown in Section 2. Section 3 handles the data description and methodology employed. Section 4 
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provides the empirical results with the discussion of findings. The paper ends with concluding remarks in Section 
5. 
 

2. A Brief Review of the Existing Studies 
In recent times, rising inequality has been a major concern of development and there are many studies on 

globalisation-inequality nexus. Looking at the relationship between globalisation and income equality since the 
former is known to be one of the causes of the latter. There have been so many debates as to which direction does 
globalisation affect income inequality. Mills (2009) opines that globalisation is related to inequality with contrary 
views. Some authors (Alderson & Nielsen, 2002; Bergh & Nilsson, 2010; Wade, 2004) argue that globalisation, 
especially through trade openness or foreign direct investment or financial liberalisation, contributes to unequal 
income distribution within and between countries, as mostly seen in the developed countries.  

Contrarily, some authors argue that globalisation helps to reduce inequality across and within economies, 
especially in developing countries (Marjit, Beladi, & Chakrabarti, 2004). This implies that there are conflicting 
arguments based on the globalisation-inequality nexus, hence, evidence that globalisation has many roles to play in 
influencing inequality in an economy. There are exhaustive studies on the relationship between globalisation and 
income inequality in the literature. Base on this, different measures of globalisation are used by these authors. 
Among the measures used are trade openness, foreign direct investment (FDI), financial liberalisation, and 
technological globalisation. Only a few studies (see Dreher and Gaston (2008)) employ all the three dimensions of 
globalisation-economic, social, and political globalisation. This review is coming from the three strands of findings 
in the literature since the nexus between globalisation and income inequality is contradictory. 

The first strand of the literature comes from the argument that the more an economy is integrated with other 
countries, the lower the level of income inequality. In other words, the authors establish that there is a negative 
relationship between globalisation and income inequality. This argument is in line with the findings of Baiardi and 
Morana (2018) in the euro area; Baek and Shi (2016) using trade intensity in 52 developing countries and financial 
integration in 26 developed countries; Bukhari and Munir (2016) with trade and technological globalisation in 
some selected Asian countries; Kratou and Goaied (2016) in 66 developing countries; Lim and McNelis (2016) 
across 214 countries; Trinh (2016) across Vietnam’s provinces; Mihaylova (2015) with FDI, level of education and 
economic growth, for 10 post-socialist countries from Central and Eastern Europe; Msweli (2015) in South Africa; 
Mugeni (2015) using a panel dataset of 153 developing and developed countries; Asteriou, Dimelis, and Moudatsou 
(2014) in EU-27 countries using financial globalisation; Farhan, Azman-Saini, and Law (2014) in ASEAN-5; 
Herzer, Hühne, and Nunnenkamp (2014) in Uruguay; Salimi, Akhoondzadeh, and Arsalanbod (2014) in 30 
developed and developing countries; Deng and Lin (2013) among 102 countries with insufficient human capital; 
Jaumotte et al. (2013) with trade openness in 51 countries; Wu and Hsu (2012) in countries with improved 
absorptive capacity; David (2011) using trade openness for 27 Brazillian states; Faustino and Vali (2011) using 
trade openness in OECD countries; Figini and Gorg (2011) in developed countries; Herzer and Nunnenkamp 
(2011) in the European countries; Zhou, Biswas, Bowles, and Saunders (2011) in 60 developed, transitional and 
developing countries; Celik and Basdas (2010) for both developed and developing countries; Chintrakarn, Herzer, 
and Nunnenkamp (2010) in the United States; Mills (2009) in developing countries; Dreher and Gaston (2008) in 
123 countries; Bhandari (2007) with wage income and capital income inequality in transitional countries in Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia; Blinder (2006) in the United States; Reuveny and Li (2003) in 69 countries; Beer and 
Boswell (2002) using a cross-sectional analysis; Alderson and Nielsen (1999) in 88 countries; and Spilimbergo, 
Londoño, and Székely (1999) in capital-rich countries. 

Contrarily, the second strand of the literature shows that the process of globalisation causes income inequality 
to increase, thus, a positive association between the two variables. The following studies are in tandem with this 
submission, De Haan and Sturm (2017) for 121 countries; Dorn, Fuest, and Potrafke (2017) using KOF 
globalisation index across 140 developing and developed countries; Nguyen (2017) in the United States; Baek and 
Shi (2016) using trade intensity in 26 developed countries and financial integration in 52 developing countries; 
Bukhari and Munir (2016) with financial globalisation in some selected Asian countries; Cabral, García-Díaz, and 
Mollick (2016) for 15 economies (Mahesh, 2016) in Brazil, Russia, India, and China; Liu, Liu, and Zhang (2016) for 
a panel of 23 Chinese Provinces; Suanes (2016) in Latin America; Amjad (2015); Asteriou et al. (2014); Kutor (2014) 
in Ghana; Herzer et al. (2014) in Bolivia, Chile, and Columbia; Zulfiu-Alili (2014) in Macedonia; Deng and Lin 
(2013) among 102 countries with sufficient human capital; Herzer. and Nunnenkamp (2013); Jaumotte et al. (2013) 
with financial globalisation in 51 countries in EU-27 countries using trade opennes; Atif et al. (2012) in 68 
developing countries; Herzer and Nunnenkamp (2012) for 21 countries; Wu and Hsu (2012) in countries with low 
absorptive capacity; David (2011) using FDI for 27 Brazillian states Figini and Gorg (2011) in developing 
countries; Halmos (2011) for Eastern European countries; Bergh and Nilsson (2010) for 80 countries; Celik and 
Basdas (2010) for East Asian countries; Basu and Guariglia (2007) on 119 developing countries; Nunnenkamp, 
Schweickert, and Wiebelt (2007) in Bolivia; Mills (2009) in developed countries; Kahai and Simmons (2005) in 
developing countries; Zhang and Zhang (2003) in China; Choi (2006) in Asia, Latin America and Caribbean 
countries; Mah (2002) in South Korea; and Spilimbergo et al. (1999) in labour-rich countries. 

The last strand of the literature reveals that globalisation has no significant effect on income inequality as 
shown in the studies of Okatan (2011) among 92 selected developing countries; Kahai and Simmons (2005) in 
developed countries; Sylwester (2005) in 29 developing countries; Faustino and Vali (2011) using FDI in OECD 
countries; Bhandari (2007) in transitional countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia; Mah (2003) with FDI, in 
South Korea; and Milanovic (2005) with FDI in 88 countries. 

Additionally, there are few studies on each of the MINT countries. For instance, In Mexico, Herzer et al. 
(2014) show that globalisation (FDI) increases income inequality. The direct nexus supports the Feenstra and 
Hanson (1997) hypothesis which states that the process of globalisation worsens inequality. On the other hand, 
Harrison and Hanson (1999) using trade openness as a measure of globalisation show that states with a high level 
of globalisation experience a higher increase in incomes which translates to reduced inequality. Borraz and Lopez-
Cordova (2007) find the same result that states that are closely related to other countries would experience more 
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equal distribution of incomes and lower inequality due to increasing wages for women compared to those that are 
not integrated with other countries. To corroborate this finding, Jensen and Rosas (2007) affirm that FDI reduces 
income inequality.  In Indonesia, Agusalim and Pohan (2018) confirm that globalisation (trade openness) helps in 
reducing inequality in the short run but otherwise in the long run, while Lipsey and Sjoholm (2001) argue that 
globalisation (FDI inflows) causes income inequality to rise.  

In Nigeria, Babatunde (2018) studies the effect of inward FDI on income inequality the short- and long-run 
symmetric results reveal that the lagged values of FDI tend to reduce the unequal distribution of income. Looking 
at the short-run asymmetric result, the positive and negative FDI shocks reduce and increase income inequality, 
respectively. The long-run asymmetric results are found to be inconclusive. While, Ogunyomi, Daisi, and 
Oluwashikemi (2013) study the effect of economic globalisation on income inequality and economic growth and the 
results show that economic globalisation increased inequality and reduces economic growth. the three tiers of 
government, provision of infrastructural facilities, and promotion of entrepreneurial capabilities in the non-oil 
sector to reduce inequality between the skilled and unskilled workers. Lastly, In Turkey, Ucal, Haug, and Bilgin 
(2015) argue that globalisation (FDI) significantly reduces  income inequality in both the short-and long-run. This 
is against the study of Ucal, Bilgin, and Haug (2014) in Turkey where FDI adds to income inequality.   

Meanwhile, few of these studies test for the validity of Kuznets’ hypothesis. Among the studies that support 
this hypothesis are Lee (2014) and Bukhari and Munir (2016) while Mah (2003) and Dreher and Gaston (2008) 
reject the hypothesis. Conclusively, evidence from the previous studies reveals than globalisation could either 
reduce or increase income inequality. Also, the effect of globalisation on income inequality could be insignificant. 
However, none of the studies tests for the validity of Kuznets’ hypothesis and examines the effect of overall 
globalisation and its dimensions on income inequality by studying the MINT countries together. This current 
study intends to fill the gaps.   
 

3. Data Description and Methodology 
3.1. Data Description 

Data on economic growth, as measured by GDP per capita in constant US$ (GDPPC), human capital, as 
proxied by secondary school enrolment rate (HUMC), population growth (POP),  and inflation rate (INF) are 
gotten from WDI (2018) data on corruption, as captured by control of corruption, is sourced from International 
Country Risk Guide (ICRG, 2018); GINI coefficient, as a measure of income inequality (YINQ),  is obtained from 
SWIID (2018) and data on economic (EGB), social (SGB), political (PGB) and overall globalisation (GBI) are 
gathered from Konjunkturforschungsstelle globalisation index (KOF, 2018). All the variables under consideration 
are time series which range between 1980 and 2018. Notably, the study interpolates missing data points using a 4-
year moving average and the variables are in their natural logarithmic form to reduce non-normality. 
 
3.2. Methodology 
3.2.1. Theoretical framework 

The theoretical framework for this study stems from the traditional neoclassical trade theory. The simplest 
form of the neoclassical trade theory is the Ricardo (1817) theory of comparative advantage. And, as time went by, 
the Heckscher (1919); Ohlin (1933) theory of comparative advantage was produced as an alternative to the 
Ricardian model. According to the theory, reductions in trade barriers and trade costs would encourage 
convergence of factor prices and income levels. This is because the removal or reductions in trade restrictions 
would bring about specialization and factor accumulation that would be beneficial to all, irrespective of the initial 
economic condition of the country involved. Another point of argument of the neoclassical theory is the claim that 
globalisation attracts domestic and foreign investment that increases the rate of capital accumulation and 
employment opportunities, thus reduces the level of income inequality. Also, Todaro and Smith (2015) established 
that the process of globalisation improves greater access to foreign production ideas that will lead to technological 
progress. Interestingly, even the modern trade theory, that is, Hecksher-Ohlin trade theory, is based on the 
neoclassical trade theory. The Hecksher-Ohlin trade theory assumes perfect competition and asserts that trade 
enhances people’s well-being as a result of distributing factors of production across all sectors of the economy. 
 
3.2.2. Model Specification 

Following the theoretical framework, the following model by Jaumotte et al. (2013); Lee (2014); Mihaylova 
(2015) and Baek and Shi (2016) is adapted. The model states that income inequality is a function of globalisation 
and the model is shown in Equation 1. 

( , )t t tYINQ f GB X                   (1) 

where tYINQ : Income Inequality measure, that is, GINI index. 

tGB : measure of globalization. 

tX : control variables 

However, to account for the various dimensions of globalisation, that is, economic, social and political 
globalisation, Equation 1 is modified to include the various dimensions. This is because the process of globalisation 
is more than economic phenomena as captured in some studies but it includes the intensification of economic, 
political and social relations across international boundaries (Fafowora, 1998). 

Therefore, Equation 1 can be re-written as: 

( , , , )t t t t tYINQ f EGB SGB PGB X         (2) 

Where tEGB : Economic globalisation at time t. 

  tSGB : Social globalisation at time t. 

        tPGB : Political globalisation at time t. 
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From Equation 2, income inequality is the endogenous variable, while globalisation and other control variables 
are the exogenous variables. The control variables used in this study include economic growth, human capital, 
population growth, inflation, and control of corruption. The choice of these variables is based on their significance 
in affecting the level of income inequality in each of the MINT economies and also, on the fact that they have been 
found useful by other studies as discussed below. 

For economic growth, it is expected that improved economic growth should help in reducing income 
inequality. This calls for the inclusion of economic growth (that is, GDP per capita) into the model (Baek & Shi, 
2016; Im & McLaren, 2015; Jaumotte et al., 2013; Lee, 2014; Mihaylova, 2015; Rye, 2016). Human capital is added 
because education is a key factor in human development as it provides widespread employment and income-earning 
opportunities for all (Baek & Shi, 2016; Bukhari & Munir, 2016; Lee, 2014; Mihaylova, 2015).  

Also, population growth is included in the model following some studies like Im and McLaren (2015); Bukhari 
and Munir (2016) and Rye (2016) because a high population is detrimental to share of national resources and all the 
MINT countries have a large population. The idea is that population growth adds to income inequality and slows 
down the prospects for a better life for those already born.  

To capture the macroeconomic stability of the economy, inflation is added to the model. Inflation is therefore 
important in determining the relationship between globalisation and income inequality because a high inflation rate 
can reduce the purchasing power of the country's currency leading to high level of income inequality (see 
Mihaylova (2015)). Lastly, in examining the institutional impact on globalisation-inequality nexus, control of 
corruption is added to the model. Also, corruption is included because all the MINT countries scored badly in 
Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index (2014) Turkey ranked 64 out of 175, while the rest 
were closer to the other end of the scale (Matsangou, 2015). Corruption will eventually lead to an increase in the 
rate of unemployment and income inequality (see Kahai and Simmons (2005)). 

Hence, to include all the control variables and to take care of the country-specific analysis, Equation 2 is re-
specified as follows:  

( , , , , , , , )it it it it it it it it itYINQ f EGB SGB PGB GDPPC HUMC POP INF COR    (3) 

( , , , , , )it it it it it it itYINQ f GBI GDPPC HUMC POP INF COR            (4) 

Explicitly, Equations 3 and 4 are stated below to include the stochastic form: 

it i i it i it i it i it i it i it i it i it itYINQ EGB SGB PGB GDPPC HUMC POP INF COR                    (5) 

it i i t i t i t i t i t i t tYINQ GBI GDPPC HUMC POP INF COR                   (6) 

Note that, subscripts i and t capture the countries involved in this study (i.e. Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and 
Turkey) and the period for the study (i.e.1980-2018), respectively. Also, Equation 5 is used to examine the relative 
effects of the dimensions of globalisation on income equality, while Equation 6 determines the effect of overall 
globalisation on income inequality. 

Where 
itGBI : Overall Globalisation Index in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  
itYINQ : Gini coefficient in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  itGDPPC : GDP per capita in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  itHUMC : Human capital in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  itPOP : Population growth in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  itINF : Inflation rate in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  itCOR : Control of Corruption in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

  it : Error term in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

 
3.2.3. Estimation Technique 

A dynamic Generalised Method of Moments is employed to achieve the study objectives. This technique of 
estimation is preferred because of its strengths over other methods like descriptive statistics and OLS. The GMM 
technique possesses four major strengths according to Bond, Hoeffler, and Temple (2001) and Wooldridge (2001) 
which are; it gives unbiased estimates when some variables are omitted, it generates consistent estimates with 
measurement error, it helps in solving the problem of endogeneity and non-normality in the data.  

 A key econometric issue to be addressed is the potential issue of endogeneity that might arise among the 
variables of interest. The idea is that the exogenous variables can be endogenously determined, meaning that 
income inequality can influence globalisation. For instance, income inequality affects globalisation through credit 
market imperfections, indivisibilities in investment and lower GDP per capita that brings about political and social 
instability, lower investment, unproductive rent-seeking activities which will all affect the integration of an 
economy with others. This shows that globalisation cannot be strictly treated as an explanatory variable. 

To determine how income inequality responds to globalisation, Equations 5 and 6 are modified using a 
dynamic GMM approach. The models are also used to test for the validity or otherwise of the Kuznets’ inverted-U 
hypothesis in all the MINT countries. To achieve this, the square of the level of growth (GDP per capita) is added 
to the models. According to Lee (2014) and Mihaylova (2015), globalisation is said to exert both direct and 
conditional effects on inequality and the conditional variables used following Lee (2014) and Mihaylova (2015) are 
levels of education and growth. To test for the conditional effect of globalisation, the interactive terms of overall 
globalisation index and level of education (HUMC) and level of growth (GDP) are used in the regression models. 
Therefore, these are used to capture the interactive (joint or conditional) effects of globalisation and each of 
economic growth and education on income inequality as shown in Equations 7 and 8.  
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2

1 1 2it i i it i it i it i it i it i it i it i it

i it i it it

YINQ YINQ EGB SGB PGB GDPPC GDPPC HUMC POP

INF COR

        

  

         

 

  (7)

2

1 1 2

( * ) ( * )

it i i it i it i it i it i it i it i it i it

i it i it it

YINQ YINQ GBI GDPPC GDPPC HUMC POP INF COR

GBI GDPPC GBI HUMC

        

  

         

 

   (8) 

1itYINQ  = Previous value of income inequality in each of the MINT countries at time t. 

For strong evidence of Kuznets' inverted-U hypothesis, 
1i  and 2i  must be significantly positive and negative, 

respectively, which implies that income inequality rises as an economy develops to some threshold level and 
thereafter, inequality starts to fall. 
 

4. Results and Discussion of Findings 
4.1. Descriptive Statistics  

Tables 1a-b display the descriptive statistics of the variables involved. The results show that all the variables in 
each of the MINT countries are consistent because their mean values fall between the minimum and maximum 
values. Specifically, the average values of YINQ are 0.46, 0.38, 0.39, and 0.43 in Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and 
Turkey, respectively, while the average values of GBI are 58.09, 53.92, 49.10, and 60.59, respectively. Other values 
are reported in Tables 1a-b. Also, the standard deviation values reveal that the variables do not deviate from their 
mean values. 
 

Table-1a. Descriptive statistics of the variables for Mexico and Indonesia. 

                       
Country Variable Mean Median Max. Value Min. Value Std. Dev. Obs. 

 
 
 
 

Mexico 

YINQ 0.46 0.46 0.48 0.45 0.01 39 
EGB 47.15 48.34 60.86 31.89 9.17 39 
SGB 54.72 53.83 67.75 40.38 10.18 39 
PGB 72.41 73.25 94.81 58.09 9.10 39 
GBI 58.09 58.08 74.33 44.79 9.16 39 

GDPPC 0.91 1.58 6.63 -7.98 3.28 39 
HUMC 69.78 67.84 103.34 44.87 16.86 39 

POP 1.69 1.61 2.41 1.22 0.34 39 
INF 25.20 9.49 131.82 2.72 33.19 39 
COR 2.54 2.50 3.42 1.81 0.50 39 

 
 
 
 

Indonesia 

YINQ 0.38 0.37 0.43 0.36 0.03 39 
EGB 50.58 50.68 69.69 37.30 8.61 39 
SGB 36.05 37.52 54.36 17.14 12.92 39 
PGB 75.14 77.32 87.56 59.40 9.98 39 
GBI 53.92 58.14 64.23 38.11 9.56 39 

GDPPC 3.50 3.92 7.32 -14.35 3.36 39 
HUMC 57.39 54.43 90.60 26.45 18.06 39 

POP 1.58 1.40 2.36 1.06 0.37 39 
INF 9.50 7.82 58.45 2.88 8.87 39 
COR 1.88 2.00 3.58 0.00 1.13 39 

 
Table-1b. Descriptive statistics of variables for Nigeria and Turkey. 

                     

 Country Variable Mean Median Max. Value Min. Value Std. Dev. Obs. 

 
 
 
 

Nigeria 

YINQ 0.39 0.39 0.41 0.36 0.01 39 
EGB 46.55 46.52 60.12 35.45 6.19 39 
SGB 24.04 19.30 39.85 12.45 9.97 39 
PGB 76.71 78.59 86.98 60.34 8.93 39 
GBI 49.10 50.87 57.55 40.00 5.94 39 

GDPPC 0.68 1.20 30.36 -15.45 7.19 39 
HUMC 33.37 28.28 72.28 13.67 15.17 39 

POP 2.59 2.59 2.86 2.49 0.08 39 
INF 19.25 12.88 72.84 5.38 17.05 39 
COR 1.62 1.50 2.00 1.00 0.35 39 

 
 
 
 

Turkey 
 
 
 

YINQ 0.43 0.43 0.46 0.39 0.02 39 
EGB 48.48 50.72 56.47 32.79 6.73 39 
SGB 50.67 51.35 66.79 34.51 11.32 39 
PGB 82.63 86.79 92.82 63.54 10.34 39 
GBI 60.59 63.13 71.67 44.41 9.13 39 

GDPPC 2.90 3.77 9.47 -7.36 4.23 39 
HUMC 71.40 71.69 119.65 37.56 23.89 39 

POP 1.66 1.59 2.28 1.20 0.30 39 
INF 40.22 37.61 105.22 6.25 30.74 39 
COR 2.68 2.50 4.00 2.00 0.54 39 
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Table-2a. Unit root tests (with intercept and trend) for Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Country Variable ADF Test (with intercept and Trend) PP Test (with intercept and Trend) KPSS (with intercept and Trend) 

Level First Difference Order Level First Difference Order Level First Difference Order 

 
Mexico 

EGB -4.25** - I(0) -2.59 -7.53** I(1) 0.08** - I(0) 
HUMC -5.24** - I(0) -1.96 -3.22* I(1) 0.10** - I(0) 

COR -4.98** - I(0) -4.95** - I(0) - - - 
 GBI*HUMC -3.62** - I(0) -1.71 -4.12** I(1) 0.09** - I(0) 

Nigeria GBI -1.94 -4.80** I(1) -2.13 -6.03** I(1) - - - 
 

Indonesia 
SGB 0.51 -3.56** I(1) -0.43 -6.87** I(1) - - - 

POP -4.21** - I(0) -1.52 -3.56** I(1) 0.16 0.14** I(1) 
INF -4.84** - I(0) -4.77** - I(0) - - - 

 
Turkey 

EGB -2.37 -7.48** I(1) -2.26 -8.81** I(1) - - - 
GBI -0.78 -6.58** I(1) -0.69 -6.91** I(1) - - - 
POP -0.08 -6.03** I(1) -1.10 -6.03** I(1) - - - 

 Critical Values Level First Difference Critical Values Level First Difference Critical Values Level First Difference  
 5% -3.54 -3.56 5% -3.53 -3.54 5% 0.15 0.15  
 10% -3.20 -3.22 10% -3.20 --3.20 10% 0.12 0.12  

Note: ** and * represent 5 per cent and 10 per cent levels of significance, respectively. 
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Table-2b. Unit root tests (with intercept only) for Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey. 

 Note: ** and * represent 5 per cent and 10 per cent levels of significance, respectively. 

 
Table-2c. Unit root tests (without intercept and trend) for Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey. 

Country Variable 
ADF Test (without intercept and 

Trend) 
PP Test (without intercept and 

Trend) 

 
 Level 

First 
Difference 

Order Level 
First 

Difference 
Order 

 
YINQ 0.23 -1.97** I(1) 0.68 -2.83** I(1) 

 
PGB 1.70 -5.00** I(1) 2.24 -4.97** I(1) 

Mexico GBI 3.32 -5.06** I(1) -5.66 -5.06** I(1) 

 GDPPC 1.36 -6.24** I(1) 1.70 -6.25** I(1) 

 POP -3.03** - I(0) -2.15** - I(0) 

 
GBI*GDPPC -3.95 -2.48** I(1) 4.04 -4.55** I(1) 

 
YINQ -1.14 -6.73** I(1) -1.46 -1.62** I(1) 

Indonesia EGB 0.52 -4.97** I(1) -1.79 -4.95** I(1) 

 GDPPC 5.80 -3.11** I(1) -5.80 -3.01** I(1) 

 COR -1.31 -6.32** I(1) -1.52 -6.37** I(1) 

 
YINQ -0.92 -1.83* I(1) -0.92 -2.07** I(1) 

 
EGB -0.32 -6.22** I(1) -0.38 -6.45** I(1) 

 
SGB 0.86 -3.61** I(1) 1.11 -3.58** I(1) 

Nigeria PGB 1.23 -7.25** I(1) 1.29 -7.14** I(1) 

 GDPPC 4.49 -4.47** I(1) 5.70 -4.65** I(1) 

 HUMC 2.93 -3.85** I(1) 2.07 -3.77** I(1) 

 COR -1.08 -3.98** I(1) -1.04 -3.91** I(1) 

 
GBI*HUMC 3.16 -4.35** I(1) 2.50 -4.33** I(1) 

 
YINQ 0.66 -1.83* I(1) 0.31 -1.69* I(1) 

Turkey GDPPC 4.49 -4.47** I(1) 5.70 -4.65** I(1) 

 INF -1.39 -6.04** I(1) -1.34 -6.05** I(1) 

 Critical 
Values 

Level 
First 

Difference 
Critical Values Level 

First 
Difference 

Critical Values 

 5% -1.95 -1.95 5% -1.95 -1.95 5% 

 10% -1.61 -1.61 10% -1.61 -1.61 10% 

           Note: ** and * represent 5 per cent and 10 per cent levels of significance, respectively. 
            

4.2. Unit Root Test 
We next determine the stationarity of the variables of interest. Time series are assumed not to be stationary 

and to avoid wrong conclusions, it is important to carry out a unit root test. To do this, the study uses Augmented 
Dickey-Fuller (ADF), Phillips-Perron (PP) and Kwiatkowski-Phillips-Schmidt-Shin (KPSS) tests. The null 
hypothesis of non-stationary will be rejected if the test statistic from the ADF and PP tests is greater than the 
critical value (in absolute term) at either 5 per cent or 10 per cent level of significance, while the null hypothesis of 
stationarity will be accepted if the test statistic from the KPSS test is less than the critical value.  

The KPSS test is involved to confirm the results of the ADF and PP tests. Importantly, the KPSS test is only 
used for those variables, specifically for Mexico's EGB, HUMC, and GBI*HUMC, and Indonesia's POP, where 
both ADF and PP tests showed different orders of stationarity. Therefore, the order of stationarity for such 
variables is based on the KPSS test. However, the included variables use different equations for them to be 
stationary in all the MINT countries. Consequently, both ADF and PP tests are carried out with intercept and 
trend, with intercept only and without intercept and trend while the KPSS test is carried out with only intercept 
and trend as shown in Tables 2a-C.  As observed in Tables 2a-C, all the variables are stationary at the first 
difference, that is, they are I(1) in all the MINT countries, except Mexico’s EGB, HUMC, and GBI*HUMC; 
Nigeria’s POP and INF; and Turkey’s COR. 

 
Country 

 

 
Variable 

ADF Test (with intercept only) PP Test (with intercept only) 

Level First 
Difference 

Order Level First 
Difference 

Order 

 
Mexico 

SGB -0.31 -5.59** I(1) -0.38 -5.59** I(1) 
INF -1.26 -5.86** I(1) -1.16 -6.60** I(1) 

 
 

Indonesia 

PGB -1.10 -2.95** I(1) -1.10 -7.36** I(1) 
GBI -1.85 -4.92** I(1) -1.85 -4.92** I(1) 

HUMC -2.12 -4.09** I(1) -1.88 -4.06** I(1) 
 GBI*GDPPC -1.37 -4.41** I(1) -1.27 -4.43 I(1) 
 GBI*HUMC -2.51 -4.52** I(1) -2.51 -4.52** I(1) 
 

Nigeria 
POP -5.34** - I(0) -3.58** - I(0) 
INF -3.44** - I(0) -3.32** - I(0) 

 GBI*GDPPC -0.42 -5.18** I(1) -0.33 -6.30** I(1) 
 
 

Turkey 

SGB -0.87 -4.90** I(1) -0.86 -4.85** I(1) 
PGB -0.87 -4.65** I(1) -0.86 -4.85** I(1) 

HUMC -0.36 -6.21** I(1) -0.35 -6.21** I(1) 
COR -3.75** - I(0) -2.96** - I(0) 

 GBI*GDPPC -1.04 -5.94** I(1) -1.07 -5.94** I(1) 
 GBI*HUMC -0.71 -6.30** I(1) -0.72 -6.30** I(1) 
 Critical Values Level First 

Difference 
Critical 
Values 

Level First 
Difference 

Critical 
Values 

 5% -2.94 -2.94 5% -2.94 -2.94 5% 
 10% -2.61 -2.61 10% -2.61 -2.61 10% 
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4.3. Kuznets’ Hypothesis and the Relative Effects of the Components of Globalisation on Income Inequality 
To start with, the results of the GMM estimates in Tables 3 and 4 show that the estimated parameters are 

reliable and robust based on the diagnostic statistics. The probability values (p-value) of J-statistic being 
insignificant, in both tables, indicate the validity of the instrumental variables used. Also, the instrumental ranks 
are higher than the number of the estimated parameters and the insignificant p-values of AR(2) show that there is 
no serial correlation in the differentiated residuals. Table 3 shows that the previous value of income inequality 
increases its current value in each of the MINT countries. This reflects the consequence of the past level of income 
inequality by increasing the present status of inequality in each of the MINT countries. It also shows that the Gini 
coefficient is a stable index for computing inequality over time. When examining the relative effects of the 
components of globalisation on income inequality, there is strong evidence of Kuznets' hypothesis of an inverted U-
shaped association between economic growth and inequality in each of the MINT countries as observed in Table 3. 
The findings support the empirical evidence from the works of Lee (2014); Mihaylova (2015) and Bukhari and 
Munir (2016). The implication is that income inequality in Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey will first 
increase as their economies reach a certain level, and thereafter inequality will start to decline as they become more 
economically developed and richer. Economic globalisation affects income inequality positively and significantly in 
Mexico and Turkey at 5 per cent and 10 per cent level of significance, respectively, and this may be as a result of 
relative factor endowments and the levels of protection that emerged before the process of globalisation. This is in 
line with the earlier works of Mahesh (2016); Amjad (2015); Lee (2014); Ogunyomi et al. (2013); Atif et al. (2012); 
Bergh and Nilsson (2010) and Dreher and Gaston (2008). In Indonesia and Nigeria, its effect is insignificant and 
this is consistent with the studies of Dorn et al. (2017); Faustino and Vali (2011); Sylwester (2005); Dollar and 
Kraay (2002) and Mihaylova (2015). The positive impact in Mexico confirms the evidence that the process of 
income convergence ended in 1985 as a result of trade liberalisation. Thus, globalisation caused people living in 
Northern Mexico to become wealthier than those in Southern Mexico. While in Turkey, it could be as a result of 
an increase in unemployment from the abandonment of economic development and industrialization with public 
investments. On the other hand, social globalisation has a significant and positive impact on income inequality in 
all the MINT countries, except in Turkey where the effect is negative and significant at 5 per cent significant level. 
The negative effect follows the findings of Dreher and Gaston (2008). The reason for the positive relationship 
could be credited to the fact that there are some weak policies, in terms of social reforms, threatening the rise of 
social globalisation in Mexico, Indonesia, and Nigeria. But, the negative impact of social globalisation in Turkey 
may be because Turkey as one of the MINT countries has the most strategic locations given its transcontinental 
status between Asia and Europe. The negative impact of political globalisation on income inequality in Nigeria and 
Turkey at 5 per cent level of significance is in line with the theoretical proposition, but inequality increases at 10 
per cent significant level in Mexico as a result of rising political globalisation (Dreher & Gaston, 2008). Therefore, 
Nigeria and Turkey might be able to benefit from other countries in terms of international treaties and number of 
embassies in their economies which help to increase investment and job opportunities and thus, reduce income 
inequality, while Mexico was unable to benefit from political globalisation in terms of rising inequality because 
Mexico’s government is seen to be institutionally inclined towards dishonesty and failure or unwillingness to 
seriously deal with drug dealers. 

Furthermore, level of education as captured by human capital, using secondary school enrolment rate, 
significantly affects inequality in all the MINT countries at 5 per cent significance level, except in Indonesia where 
its impact is positive and insignificant and this confirms the findings of Asteriou et al. (2014). In Mexico, the effect 
is inverse (Bukhari & Munir, 2016; MacDonald & Majeed, 2010; Salimi et al., 2014; Trinh, 2016; Ucal et al., 2015) 
and this implies that as more people get educated, the level of income inequality will reduce because education will 
afford them good job opportunities. In other words, a higher level of education results in an increase in the supply 
of skilled labour force, which in turn, leads to a decrease in skilled wage premium, hence, lowering overall 
inequality (Mihaylova, 2015). Contrarily, the impact is direct in Nigeria and Turkey as against extant studies and 
this shows that the level of income inequality will continue to rise as people get higher education. For instance, in 
Nigeria, employers now attach importance to the level of education in getting well-paid jobs rather than the 
minimum educational qualification required for the job. This is because the country has a situation of many people 
seeking for jobs. Interestingly, population growth in all the MINT countries is statistically significant at 5 per cent 
level and support the theoretical position that income inequality should increase as population increases, except 
Nigeria that shows otherwise. In Mexico, Indonesia and Turkey, an increase in population will reduce the 
prospects for a better life for those already born and also, reduces limited government revenues to provide basic 
amenities. This supports the empirical evidence from the works of Trinh (2016) and MacDonald and Majeed 
(2010). In Nigeria, the result shows that population growth is desirable and should help in reducing income 
inequality (Amjad, 2015; David, 2011; Ucal et al., 2015). This infers that population growth in a country like 
Nigeria should not constitute a problem because it might cause consumer demand to increase leading to an increase 
in production and hence, might increase investment and employment opportunities that will help in reducing 
inequality. Another interesting result is found for inflation rate and control of corruption as they affect income 
inequality significantly at a 5 per cent level. The inflation rate has a positive effect on income inequality in all the 
MINT countries apart from Indonesia where the impact is negative. The positive impact confirms the a priori 
expectation that is in line with the findings of Trinh (2016); Mihaylova (2015); Salimi et al. (2014); Faustino and 
Vali (2011) and MacDonald and Majeed (2010). These studies confirm that rising inflation reduces real wages and 
disproportionately affects those in the bottom part of the income distribution, hence leading to high inequality. 
This is because inflation reduces a country's purchasing power and also hurts the poor more than the rich (Easterly 
& Fischer, 2001). Whereas, the negative impact in Indonesia could be attributed to the fact that, high inflation rate 
adds to economic growth by encouraging investment and employment opportunities because it serves as a source 
of increasing revenues to investors. This is based on the fact that the rich can pursue several investment options in 
order not to be affected by the negative effects of inflation.  
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Relatedly, the level of corruption in Nigeria and Turkey show a negative relationship with inequality, while it 
shows a positive relationship with inequality in Mexico and Indonesia. The implication is that in Nigeria and 
Turkey, an increase in the level of corruption will reduce inequality. The inverse association is premised on the fact 
that corruption can cause higher economic growth if those resources gained by the public officers are used for 
public gains and this seems to also follow "second-best theory" that states that corruption would allow people to 
avoid regulations that can hinder their investment opportunities, thus enabling them to create more jobs that will 
help in reducing inequality (Huntington, 1968; Leff, 1964). This is not the case in Mexico and Indonesia where 
public officers always take the resources gained out of the country. In such a situation, corruption will add to 
inequality. In analysing the joint effects of globalisation in respect of levels of economic growth and education in 
Table 4, the findings show that there is no evidence of Kuznets' hypothesis of an inverted U-shaped association 
between economic growth and income inequality in all the MINT countries, except in Indonesia where the 
hypothesis is accepted. However, there is Kuznets' evidence of a positive relationship between inequality and level 
of economic growth only in Turkey (Faustino & Vali, 2011). The impact of overall globalisation on inequality is 
found to be positive and significant at 5 per cent in Mexico, Nigeria, and Turkey, while the impact is significantly 
negative at 5 per cent also in Indonesia. The positive relationship, which is in accordance with the studies of Dorn 
et al. (2017); Mahesh (2016); Kutor (2014); Atif et al. (2012); Dreher and Gaston (2008) and Kahai and Simmons 
(2005) could be as a result of relative factor endowments and level of protections put in place. The negative impact, 
which is in tandem with the studies of Salimi et al. (2014) and Zhou et al. (2011) in Indonesia could be as a result of 
open economic policy and the favorable socio-political climate of Indonesia.  

An interesting result is found for the level of education while using overall globalisation index in Table 4 when 
compared with the various dimensions of globalisation in Table 3. Improved level of education implies that income 
inequality would fall in all the MINT countries, except in Turkey where inequality would continue to rise as the 
level of education improves at 5 per cent level of significance. Meanwhile, the impact is observed to be statistically 
insignificant in Mexico only (Asteriou et al., 2014).  This shows that Indonesia and Nigeria will experience a lower 
level of inequality due to the higher level of education and also when all the dimensions of globalisation are pooled 
together as an overall globalisation index. This negative result is consistent with the studies of Bukhari and Munir 
(2016); Trinh (2016); Ucal et al. (2015) and MacDonald and Majeed (2010) while the positive impact is against the 
a priori expectation. Theoretically, the expectation is that human capital should reduce inequality but when faced 
with other challenges then it will show otherwise and this might be the case for Turkey. For instance, in Turkey, 
there are challenges (such as lack of infrastructures, shortage of teachers and schools, low teacher quality and 
inadequate funding) militating against the development of human capital (Erdem, Aydin, Tasdan, & Akin, 2011). 

Also, an increase in population growth follows the a priori expectation by increasing income inequality in 
Mexico and Turkey at 5 per cent significant level and the result shows otherwise in Indonesia (significant at 5 per 
cent level) and Nigeria (insignificant). This means that in Mexico and Turkey, a high population slows down the 
prospects for a better life for those already born by preventing the government to use her limited resources to 
provide basic amenities, hence increased inequality. This is consistent with the studies of Trinh (2016) and 
MacDonald and Majeed (2010). Inequality tends to reduce due to the increase in population (see (Amjad, 2015; 
Ucal et al., 2015)) in Indonesia. This is because there are an abundant labour pool and a very large domestic market 
for all types of manufactured goods and services that can fuel economic growth and attract more investment 
opportunities, leading to an increase in income-earning opportunities. 

The impact of inflation is found to be significant at the 5 per cent level in all the MINT countries, except in 
Mexico. In Indonesia, a persistent rise in the prices of goods and services would amount to a lower level of 
inequality and this is  against the theoretical expectation. On the other hand, the relationship between inflation and 
inequality in Nigeria and Turkey follows the a priori expectation and this is said to be in line with the studies of 
Trinh (2016); Mihaylova (2015) and Salimi et al. (2014). Thus, inflation in both countries widens the gap between 
the rich and the poor because it can reduce the purchasing power of their currencies. Also, the negative impact of 
inflation on the poor is pronounced when an increase in price level does not change the wage level. This is because 
trade unions are weak and minimum wage laws fail to work properly, especially in Nigeria. 

A cursory look at the control of corruption in all the MINT countries reveals that an increase in corruption 
control (that is, a lower level of corruption) would reduce inequality in Mexico and Indonesia, and increase 
inequality in Nigeria and Turkey. The reason is not far-fetched as Nigerian and Turkish governments have been 
able to use the resources gained illegitimately for public gains, while in Mexico and Indonesia, a high level of 
corruption hinders investment opportunities, thus increased the level of inequality. 

Specifically, the joint effect of overall globalisation and level of growth is found to reduce income inequality in 
all the MINT countries, except in Indonesia where its impact is positive, all at a 5 per cent level of significance see 
Table 4. This indicates that the level of growth has a lot to do in reducing inequality as globalisation alone might 
not be able to reduce the level of  income inequality (Mihaylova, 2015; Salimi et al., 2014). For instance, Mexico 
sharing border with the United States has been able to improve her integration with other parts of the world 
including her level of economic growth which will help in reducing inequality. While in Nigeria, globalisation with 
economic growth help in creating trade, investment and job opportunities, increasing specialization and efficiency, 
transferring technology, and developing human resource, thus reducing inequality. Turkey is not left out as her 
level of globalisation along with economic growth plays an important role in reducing inequality as a result of her 
economic and social development performance, leading to increased employment and income-earning opportunities. 
Contrarily, the interactive term of globalisation and level of growth does not reduce inequality in Indonesia, as 
expected, and this is because the country is recently experiencing an economic slowdown with the same growth 
rate of GDPPC since 2017. The above results show that overall globalisation and level of growth are substitute 
and should be pursued differently to experience a low level of income inequality in all the MINT countries, except 
in Indonesia where the two variables are complementary and should be pursued simultaneously to achieve a low 
level of income inequality. Finally, a positive relationship is established between the joint effect of overall 
globalisation and the level of education and income inequality in Indonesia and Nigeria as shown in Table 4. The 
positive impact in Nigeria could be attributed to the fact that the positive impact of globalisation is more than the 
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negative impact of human capital, while there is a problem of how to standardize education in Indonesia. The joint 
effect is negative in Mexico (but not significant) and Turkey and this follows some studies like Mihaylova (2015) 
and MacDonald and Majeed (2010) which argue that globalisation with the help of high level of education would 
go a long way in reducing inequality as it will provide income-earning opportunities for those with a higher level of 
education. Another inference from these results is that overall globalisation and level of education are 
complementary and should be used together to reduce income inequality in Indonesia and Nigeria, while the two 
variables are substitute in Mexico and Turkey, and should be pursued differently to experience a low level of 
income inequality.  

 
Table-3. Kuznets’ hypothesis, dimensions of globalisation, and income inequality in Mexico, Indonesia, 
Nigeria, and Turkey (1980-2018). 

Exogenous Variable Endogenous Variable: YINQ 

Mexico Indonesia Nigeria Turkey 

YINQ(-1) 0.75** 
(0.00) 

0.88** 
(0.00) 

0.98** 
(0.00) 

0.76** 
(0.00) 

EGB 0.03** 
(0.00) 

-0.01 
(0.13) 

-0.0004 
(0.87) 

0.02* 
(0.09) 

SGB 0.05** 
(0.00) 

0.05** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

-0.06** 
(0.00) 

PGB 0.01* 
(0.09) 

0.01 
(0.77) 

-0.02** 
(0.01) 

-0.02** 
(0.03) 

GDPPC 0.13** 
(0.02) 

0.49** 
(0.00) 

0.35** 
(0.01) 

1.33** 
(0.00) 

GDPPC2 -0.10** 
(0.01) 

-0.03** 
(0.01) 

-0.02** 
(0.01) 

-0.07** 
(0.00) 

HUMC -0.11** 
(0.00) 

0.01 
(0.31) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

0.02** 
(0.00) 

POP 0.03** 
(0.00) 

0.11** 
(0.00) 

-0.06** 
(0.04) 

0.02** 
(0.00) 

INF 0.001** 
(0.00) 

-0.002** 
(0.00) 

0.001** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

COR -0.01* 
(0.01) 

-0.001 
(0.58) 

0.02** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

Inst. Rank 36 31 31 37 

J-Stat. 
(Prob.) 

8.90 
(0.89) 

8.34 
(0.88) 

8.15 
(0.89) 

9.27 
(0.95) 

AR(1) (0.08)* (0.50) (0.01)** (0.00)** 
AR(2) (0.48) (0.34) (0.70) (0.18) 

Obs. 35 30 36 35 

Note: ** and * represent 5 per cent and 10 per cent levels of significance, respectively. 
Intercept values are not reported. 
P-values are reported in parentheses. 

 
Table-4. Kuznets’ hypothesis, overall globalisation, and income Inequality in Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and 
Turkey (1980-2018). 

Exogenous Variable Endogenous Variable: YINQ 

Mexico Indonesia Nigeria Turkey 

YINQ(-1) 0.74** 
(0.00) 

0.96** 
(0.00) 

0.86** 
(0.00) 

0.68** 
(0.00) 

GBI 2.49** 
(0.00) 

-3.38** 
(0.00) 

0.36** 
(0.04) 

4.00** 
(0.00) 

GDPPC -3.09** 
(0.01) 

2.67** 
(0.00) 

-0.04 
(0.42) 

0.33** 
(0.00) 

GDPPC2 0.23** 
(0.01) 

-0.23** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.03) 

0.07** 
(0.00) 

HUMC 0.10 
(0.44) 

-1.43** 
(0.00) 

-0.22** 
(0.00) 

0.44** 
(0.00) 

POP 0.03** 
(0.00) 

-0.11** 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.55) 

0.02** 
(0.00) 

INF 0.0001 
(0.69) 

-0.003** 
(0.00) 

0.001** 
(0.00) 

0.003** 
(0.00) 

COR -0.01** 
(0.00) 

-0.003** 
(0.00) 

0.02** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

GBI*GDPPC -0.25** 
(0.03) 

0.24** 
(0.00) 

-0.06** 
(0.02) 

-0.40** 
(0.00) 

GBI*HUMC -0.04 
(0.21) 

0.36** 
(0.00) 

0.06** 
(0.00) 

-0.11** 
(0.00) 

Inst. Rank 34 29 35 36 
J-Stat. 
(Prob.) 

8.91 
(0.89) 

6.86 
(0.89) 

8.88 
(0.90) 

8.73 
(0.89) 

AR(1) (0.04)** (0.04)** (0.00)** (0.00)** 
AR(2) (0.19) (0.17) (0.48) (0.40) 
Obs. 36 28 35 35 

Note: ** and * represent 5 per cent and 10 per cent levels of significance, respectively. 
Intercept values are not reported. 
P-values are reported in parentheses. 
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5. Concluding Remarks 
The study tests for the validity of Kuznets’ hypothesis and examines the relative effects of the dimensions of 

globalisation and overall globalisation on income inequality between 1980 and 2018. The dynamic GMM results 
show that all the various dimensions of globalisation were important for Kuznets’ hypothesis to be accepted in all 
the MINT countries. This is because while using overall globalisation, there is no evidence of Kuznets’ hypothesis 
in all the MINT countries, except in Indonesia.  

In Mexico, all the dimensions of globalisation including overall globalisation increases income inequality. 
Human capital with the various dimensions of globalisation increases income inequality, while with overall 
globalisation its effect is insignificant. Population growth increases inequality, while the effect of inflation rate on 
inequality is positive with the various dimensions of globalisation and its effect is insignificant with overall 
globalisation. Also, a high level of corruption increases income inequality in Mexico. The joint effect of 
Globalisation and economic growth reduces economic growth, while that of globalisation and the level of education 
is insignificant. 

The impacts of economic and political globalisation are insignificant in Indonesia. Meanwhile, social and 
overall globalisation increases and reduces income inequality, respectively. Human capital, with the various 
dimensions of globalisation, insignificantly affects income inequality, while with overall globalisation its effect is 
negative, as expected. With the various dimensions of globalisation, an increase in population increases inequality, 
while with the overall globalisation, an increase in population reduces income inequality. Inflation and the level of 
corruption reduce income inequality in Indonesia. The joint effects of globalisation and each of economic growth 
and level of education increase income inequality in Indonesia. 

In examining the Nigerian economy, economic globalisation has a non-significant effect on income inequality, 
political globalisation reduces income inequality, and social globalisation and overall globalisation add to income 
inequality. With the various dimensions of globalisation, a high level of education increases income inequality, 
while with the overall globalisation, the effect of education on inequality is inverse. Population growth reduces 
inequality with the various dimensions of globalisation but its effect is insignificant with overall globalisation. 
Inflation and the level of corruption increases and reduces income inequality, respectively. The conditional effects 
of globalisation and each of economic growth and level of education reduces and increases income inequality, 
respectively. 

To end this, an increase in each of economic and overall globalisation increases income inequality, while social 
and political globalisation in Turkey cause inequality to reduce. Human capital, population growth, and inflation 
increase income inequality, while the level of corruption, the joint effects of globalisation and each economic 
growth and level of education reduce income inequality in Turkey. 

It is recommended that all the MINT countries need to put in place measures, such as economic, social, and 
political stability that will enable them to benefit from the globalisation process as these benefits might help in 
reducing income inequality. The government of the MINT countries should not attach so much importance to 
certificates in accessing any job opportunity, especially in Mexico and Nigeria. However, human capital in all the 
MINT countries can be improved through adequate investment in education to reduce income inequality. 
Population growth should be reduced in all the MINT countries in order not to limit the government resources in 
providing a better life for those already born. Meanwhile, the Nigerian government can achieve a high level of 
growth that can help in reducing inequality if they channel their high population towards improved productivity. 
Also, if the resources in the Nigerian economy are properly managed, then population growth should not add to 
income inequality. 

Furthermore, the rate of inflation  needs to be moderate and stable through such measures as a reduction in 
money supply, reduction in the budget deficit, total ban on the importation of certain items, especially when 
inflation is imported, and increase in the production of goods and services. Specifically, the inflation rate in 
Indonesia should be tied to the wage level since income inequality reduces as inflation rises. There is a need for 
transparency and accountability in government functions in MINT countries, particularly in financial transactions. 
This can improve the level of globalisation, reduce inequality in each of the MINT countries. Precisely, a high level 
of corruption is observed to reduce income inequality in Nigeria. If this is the case, there should be a way to see 
that the resources gained illegitimately are used for public gains in terms of investment and income-earning 
opportunities to income inequality. 

Finally, other studies can examine the joint effect of each of the dimensions of globalisation with the levels of 
education and economic growth on income inequality as against the joint effects of overall globalisation with the 
levels of education and economic growth that this present study examines. In addition, future research can test for 
the validity of Kuznets’ hypothesis in other groups of countries such as BRICS, Next 11, and NICs. 
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